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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §41.41, Applicant responds to the Examiner's \mrwe? as follows: 
1 *u ! i. . Pun \ ( n a o 

i i u \ It ! i t t ito ien ills n n } in! 

>» « k ' - i e< i ? v i ipi tgs, as set out in Appellant's Appeal Bite: However, the 
examiner does not offer any citation to any passage in de Mareken for any feature mentioned in 
this characterization. Indeed, much of what the examiner states in this characterization, deals 
with the query window, which may he present in a system that uses the claimed invention, is 
nonetheless immaterial to the subject matter of Appellant's claimed invention. 5 

n dtsv-uvs < \1 t the examiner states that: "The graphical user interlace includes 
icons associated with origins and destinations of itineraries that are represented in the graphical 
representation. The graphical user interface displays a total fare associated with a corresponding 
i i Appellant takes he oi <^ ^ e die o^ns 

* the prices after each in de Ma ckt 



! X I » ] V, 1 ^ s 

> i 1 ' tJtl !i U t < i <! i J I ! I ! - S , 1 r i ' ) 

sj s f , t n < I * 1 i v t ■ u\Jii 

s ) } h Use it ! - 1 

s\ \ } > uvnii ittvr i . i o . v << i > . . o- » imcrsr ftuhas 
\ p t ! this description is directed to either FIG. 20 or the upper portions of RGS. 22, 24. 26 or 27. 
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In a farther characterisation of de Marckcn : the examine 1 states that: "The graphical user 
interface representation include a histogram or a horizontal bar graph."" 

The examiner also characterizes de Marcken as: "The graphical user interlace can display 
the region i a separate window/ 0 

The cxamim c <. ak ,! iraek-tv.itR vi d>. Marckc >y an in i< i diseossn. n 
that returns to the user query. The examiner again admits thai de Marcken discloses that: "... a 
j f it pit c i i i u f s k u at a 

associated with an executed user query with the graph representation T : 

' k cv 1 \ i m> x e <w t * tee M i sc , 'ike Howcxu n ^ *r iv ' ha* ht 
^ » i «. «. 1 >r Ran h>» {caching web-pages, Appellant believes that it is unnecessary 

la discuss she e.vunmer's chut acien nation of Ram 

iNi ^ as . V - % ' j\l Din u in i \] jV 1 v. ta t new e 

not . need an^ I eri ion \Lso, the examiner characterises AppeHenbx o ,wi;e<Hs nnhe 
brief: Appellant stands by the arguments presented in the brief and not the examiner s 

vdn ^ t t > .!gl lUu 

Claims I 6, w\ 13 and >>39 

it t { umems. the examiner ei die > v , 

v 1 ' D N \ j n \ i Jt ]\' t.^unii t 1 iKSJ 'v- l'l ^ < < I > f i 

_ 1 ! i t " 1 \v ! > i w U< e ri ^ > 1 „ > < ;i ) v 



iAjrajnc \:s «c ' , 

"The j e k<I user interface has s < is one control that selectively prunes from the graphics! 

v < v.r < < - v, ! t i t > i v i) k 1 I niL 

contra! include (sic) a nonstop control, direct control, same airline control the airline loom, airport icons, a 
s jss i i n 3 i i3 I i 

v n i u Ht n n 1 s 

examiner states: 

The graphical user snteriase i n:r; in region '! im ;s seieoied iiincrary including mtonnaiion 
pertannog ^niChis of .he itinerary. The region itcu displays , selected straoory is presented by 
* er 5 o< tftn Mis 

* Id. page 12. 
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i ' ; ? c ! ! segment,- dc Mareke? sis clearly discloses thi I he hurt m 
representation displays a metric of die pricing solution in a graph format/* 

K xan ertln uakc he tai un rgporud m mo 5 s LW net » 
teach a tabular region having a plurality of colls at figure 22. 'Tabular' is defined as liaving a 
fiat surface' based on the Collegiate Dictionary," 

The examiner completely and improperly ignores that "tabular" also has another 

'Iff O i 1 i t i ? c 1 t l t 1 ' it i U ! t l , v ! 

eakmUet y^ccri a tabic tide- ihi-lak defn ^ e.al u v . { e^ 1 won 
is used in Appellant's specification and claims and would be undersn »od bs on skilh d in the erf. 
In contrast, the definition relied on by the examiner, when applied to Appellant's claims, would 
be viewed as irrelevant to the claimed subject matter by one skilled in the art. 

Either definition, however, does not help the examiner The definition relied on by the 
examiner would not invoke a graphical user interlace, in the mind of one skilled in the art 
whether of the type claimed by Appellant or the type described in de Marcken. Rather, the 
definition used by the examiner invokes a piece of furniture, e.g., a table having a Oat surface. 

- , ^ me rtiast clcafix m\oke- -tjhJ,e" a- ^ v n\ 

computer type construe!. 

As the Board will observe, the examiner deliberately fads to give any feature of the claim 
any patentable weight or consideration by the examiner/ 



ill '« 1 111" i ^ t s (- I t 

' : ' See 1 g {endowed i!) j aoconipanytng [niormanoj: D;sckxirte ! > f 

O ,0 ti M t - I t S (.. jV she 

s JU ' K f i ) Jl 1 !1 I Ol * < I ' s ' 1 

<f -c i v i nn\ nJivi, s - s sh ici j. c 

f t ! r> H W .11 1 is> i\HiO' 

outfitted by .t ceivr-eo-r ^ih, creain-g any li-nctionat r>i j. << i . < < par; . ! k stored data or as pari 

< j 1 v ■ I t , \ U 1, J ! j it* 

' 1 i ■; Sv s v Sit -1 t] lr J t Si J '0 " ! !fei!>'!S.i: ' - UOi LI nioCCSS, 

■> . > \ i i.sei i p. v \ n .-f tmixea 

- si.i i 1 It. ed i 1 i it ! ! ! ! , 

? K I 0 - i <. ! i t ! n i t I Jl i 0 * , 

iMi t i ti <>u t a 5 1 ! t ti i i r i i ri i t j s r iK t i us > Wt) t Hit 

ceils are conttote that when sclsctsd, provide a subset of the travel options thai correspond to ifc respective criteria! 
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k i n a n k M rU'i iu s ml f % t «. * t v. 

plural rows and plural columns." No reasonable construction of do Msrckerds bar graphs, which 
theexami rsevei irics i led cs j a q 1 i tops t n <. ^cranes e<. ukl read 
a 'k nhjul'ialV' o Jm^"* un.cb u st k.ti is* Ji ?. > \\ ut>s> r t| MCg 

pi i ah > oi eel s arrange s pi > c< um.ns md plui ( s 1 ! ells 
summary of a criterion of a set of travel options, and with the cells being controls that when 
vo.a ->.o ' ^ x 'uwel tpttom Jut cw^'\ ud f.w^p^ _ io 

entetfa oi hsi se)> i ted cell 

hectares , » e Mareken ttau -■ s 

set oi travel optii ns because cell 376a displays i set of flight segment? on urlii es that pr< vide 
i u t < ! t t the list oi i q 

names; and the its! of airline cells (374) displays all the airline names.'"' 

de Marc-ken does not describe item 376a as a ceil,, nor would one skilled in this art 
construe 376a as anything other than a bar representation of an itinerary, in the same manner as 
that feature is disclosed by de Mareken. t2 Moreover, item 376a does no? *display[ing] a 




s "Use graphical redoa Oa-iav. 22} < sj s plurality ids ;o iY?6z), (377a), p 
iipm ( s i ' a vt K [) s t 

p i U ) ,i ( , s % n n 'Ks , s i ~ ( > > >o 

{'37231 and a li urii 1st 
oxomaier's \ a p.nte 

t. <> t ^ tl < i ! i t a r t 

options. 



i{> Appdiam chose to argue J a 32 <<\ tins , t< i- of claims, The esaaarrer is not entitled to siaft j f 
any eveac J.a ! direcied to a graphical iraexlaee recites inlet t the ;\mcao:ad damre of vi !ht; cells baa 

J < i si 1 t 1 J is J s ! t i i O 

en-erai of 2a: selected cell" 
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sun roai> ■>! a common of a set ! travel options, with the ceils being controls that when selected 
p*w des i subst 1 ki el op ioi s that corre pond to ! e respect e ; e i \ crite of l se 
^ cove ceil." No u notion of ;i ->ei of mo el opuo' -, i as <>nmed v dh nam 57 <_ and Uc 1 3~oa 
is only a representation of a single travel option, item 376a does not display a summary of a 
criterion of a set of travel options. 

so examiner also es ib D M srckei 1 trt eac es el s hei n c< n rots t - 
when selected, ] e s ^' i el options il respon< e respective rioru 
criteria e! ! k - v e< el and j second region that dnphe s v >k A d~e m h\e of die taoel 
options resulting from selecting the respective cell in the tabular region." 13 ■ 

de Mareken does not teach any functionality in winch the cells (that the examiner 
ideatine^ s m selected } i i H a subset Mi ira\cl n l ^ m\n u d die ... 

selected cell Indeed, 376a corresponds to one travel option, no! to a subset ot ivel options, nor 
does 376a present a summary of a criterion o f the subset of travel options. Therefore, the cell 
that the examiner refers to in this portion of the examiner's argument must he >oou.-m:ns> ashes 
than 376a, but Appellant is at a loss to understand what element in de Marckcn the examiner 
refers to. 

u o di gh , fen the reasons ot record and as discussed above. Claims 1 , 6, 32, 33 and 
3 ' ,} c» v . , vd n > i 11 ice h de \',; L io 

In answer m Appei hnvds usgumem regarding clarw 3 and a. me cvaomor arenas thai: 
v mc \ " ' Ousv.et > a I m one. ^lOcmO i < < row 
i ic c nm bo So ! a ><>pmHugure "A; that r eets a pan e i ( 

Claims 2 and 5 recite the feature of: A . . interior cells that intersect at least one column 
and at least one row displaying a value that summarizes travel options that meet a pair of criteria 
according to the criterion in a respective (are of the columns and the criterion in a respective one 
of the rows ... A de Mareken fails to describe or suggest interior cells by the item 376a, since 
;?( u. n in ' n tsed m e J t m- n a un 1 'e 'os nt , Ar o< o 
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dc Marcken does ntot show columns or rows, as claimed in base claim ! . Rather, as 
clearly dcsct set j\ 3 Ma cen tern 376a is 1 set of entries 1 if corresp neb < single prici g 
soluii t » ! d fa re item 3/6 is c sol >sed y de Marcke ! - es 
meet the limitation of "displaying a valuethat summarizes tro el or' oris tha ec « h, 
criteria." 

( brims ; - ami.4 

The examiner did not answer the arguments raised in Appellant's Brief for these claims 
specifically. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims 1, 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39, 

Claim 8 

Claim 8 is directed to a tabbed table. The examiner argues that: , . Airport tab is 
disclosed as cell 372 and airline tab is disclosed as cell 374." However, de Marcken tails to 
describe or .sugg « *e struct are of a tabbed table, as that phrase would be unci.-; >•;■< m m-, 
skilled in the art. Items 3 72 and 374 of de Marcken are neither cells, nor tabs of a tabbed table. 

Indeed do Mamkeu discloses a bar graph not a table, as the examiner admits repeatedly 
throughout her answer. u Appellant refers to the Board to Appellant's Appeal Brief* where 
\ « v le r , v •) js'v , . v of a tabbed table from the features 372 and 374, which are 
described by do Marcken as controls that inter pricing options in the bar graph according to 
airports and airlines, respectively. 

h \ t. M i n - to; I'oK ^ \\ % > ho \ t v nd o 1 

airlines and airports, the) di not have the structure of a tabbed table, nor do controls 372 and 374 
- , v < ' ^ ^1 a tabbed table. 

Claims 10, 1 1. 14. 15. 28 and 31 

The exmrsmes . ^ v. - bat 'TeMarekcn te.u'u- v m 0 ' > M v 0 * o,\ op*u ns mm 
■*i Kom v sOi ,n i o! id r uiopioi^iit ' ( i 1 j nt <*, < 

^ .4 Afpellaru's Appeal Bnef 
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options in a graphical user interlace according to the bins. The bins arc disclosed at figure 22 
such as 376a, 377a, 377b, 377c, 3774." 

1 ! s v*. ! h i il„ t. i 1 U !i. pSHM hit ^ 

acctHru.' to -J. I criteria > Ok Inn el opjorn 1 te avU >i u v n g a n ..r i/!m \- rem , 
embodied in j 6a b c, and 377d <. N I r i t ( e 

esuhoiam 05 11 snenta! ring ction disclosed by de Marcken Rather, items 3 6a 57?a 
377b, 377c, 377d arc graphical representations of flight segments and layovers. 

Claims 12 and 29 

The examiner argues that: "The bins are disclosed at figure 22 such as 376a. 377a s 3??b, 
% / <. - hi -« in;' . O - i ocr -at \ Oihk 

One skillet <. ew the gi ph t esc segments and 

t vers disel< et u x ' te ng disj iyisu ieriaasso the bins i 

two-dimensional table, with only one criterion assigned to each dimension of the table," as in 
claim 12. 

Claims 13 and' 30 

he exaiinner did not peeificalh answii he arguments !m \np Brief iu 

ihese claims. Rathe-, the examiner relics on the arguments made in Claims 1 , 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 

The examiner did not specifically answer the arguments raised in Appellant's Brief for 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made m Claims 1 . 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 

Claini.!? 

The examiner did not speeificalh answet the arguments raised in Appellant's Brief for 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments -made in Claims 1. 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 
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Cla im 18 

'The ex.munor did not jpCLitkalK answer the arguments raised in Appellant's Brief for 
these claims Rather, the examine! relies on the arguments made in ( aaims 1, 6, 32 3 3 and 35- 
39. 

Claim 19 

I he xaminer da n p a 1 it tlx u 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies art the arguments made m Claims 1 , 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 

Ciauii- TO. ?/i and 25 

The examiner did not specifically answer the arguments raised m Appellant's Brief for 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims .1,6, 32, 33 and 35- 

39. 

C!aims.22-24 

The examiner did not specifically answer the arguments raised in Appellant's Brief for 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims 1, 6, 32, 33 and 35- 

39. 

OMm 26 

fht examiner did mi peciftea 1} answer the arguments \ used in Vppe ant - Bi ct fo 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims L 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 

Claim 3d 

fhee> iner die )t specifically mswer the argurm its raised i \ppel mt's Brief foi 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims 1 , o 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 
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The ,'\a ire did r-oi specilkally answer the arguments raised s Appellant's Brief for 
these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims I, 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 

Gain; 4 1 -44 and 45-49 

! he e.vmno i 1 is 1 vei ^ 1 nswc ih, u nei 1 ed m hpnt t* fot 

these claims. Rather, the examiner relies on the arguments made in Claims 1, 6, 32, 33 and 35- 
39. 

Claim 

The examiner argues that; "DeMareken teaches all the features of the base claims and. 
Ran et ai. show the web page in a web browser (see abstract)." Ran et ai. neither adds to nor 
cures the above noted deficiencies in the examiner's argument thai applies de Marcken to the 
claims. 

For these reasons, and the reasons stated in the Appeal Brief, Applicant submits that the 
final rejection should be reversed. 

Please apply any charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 
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